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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed with RCE have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

The applicants arguments regarding the examiners rejection is two 

fold. 

With regard to the first argument, the applicant argues that Sriram 
fails to teach ... "assigning a queue value to each of the plurality of queues, 
each of said queue values being related to preference for transferring data 
from its assigned queue onto the link...", the examiner respectfully 
disagrees. The queues in Sriram are priority queues and are 
classified(Type 1A, 1B, 2, 3) according to tolerable delay(Fig. 4). Hence the 
preference for transferring data from the queues onto the link is related to 
the data with the least tolerable delay. In Fig. 5, the queues are arranged 
from least to most tolerable delay. The classification of the queues is 
tantamount to assigning a queue value. 

With regards to the second argument, applicant argues that Sriram 
fails to teach ... "assigning a data limit value to each of the plurality of 
queues... and each of said data limit values derived from the bandwdith of 
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the at least one link. The examiner respectfully disagrees. With respect to 
figure 5 it is shown that the link bandwidth or data rate is 150Mb/s. That is, 
it is the maximum data rate that can be supported by the link. Each queue 
has a data limit that is derived from the link bandwidth limit(col. 6 lines 45- 
62). It is derived from the link bandwidth because the time slice server 
cannot select cells from queues to exceed the bandwidth limit of the link. 
Sriram therefore teaches both limitations. 

The rejection in the previous office action is hereby maintained. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the 
basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sriram(5,463,620) in view of Kalkunte et al(6,470,016). 

With regards to claims 1 , 7, Sriram teaches an apparatus for 
controlling data traffic at a node on a network, comprising: 

an output interface coupled to at least one link on the network for 
transferring data toward the at least one link(Fig. 5@48 , Fig. 6@50), the at 
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least one link being associated with a bandwidth value related to a 
maximum amount of data to be transferred on the link(Fig. 5@28 . 150 
Mb/s); a plurality of queues for storing data transferred via the output 
interface(Fig. 5, queues 36-46); and at least one processor for (i) assigning 
a queue value to each of the plurality of queues,(Fig. 6@52, 54, each of the 
queues are assigned a bit rate) each of said queue values being related to 
a preference for transferring data from its assigned queue onto the link(Fig. 
5, the bit rate assigned to each queue is related to the type of data being 
transmitted), and (ii) assigning a data limit value to each of the plurality of 
queues such that an amount of data being transferred onto the link from 
each queue is limited by the data limit value assigned to the queue(Fig. 5, 
each queue has a transmission bit rate limit), each of said data limit values 
being derived from the bandwidth value for the at least one link.(Fig.. 5, the 
total bit rate of all the queues is equal to the total capacity of the link). What 
sriram fails to teach is wherein if one of the plurality of queues has no data 
traffic, said queues data traffic capacity is allocated among other queues. 
The limitation is taught by Kalkunte(Fig. 7, col. 6 lines 30-37, col 7 lines 51- 
67). It would have been obvious to combine Sriram with Kalkunte for the 
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purpose of reallocating bandwidth to queues that have data to send. The 
motivation being to ensure the efficient distribution of bandwidth. 

Claims 2, 8 are rejected because Shram teaches a system wherein 
the queue values assigned by the at least one processor are priority 
values, each priority value defining a priority for transferring data stored in 
the associated(ln Fig. 5, the bit rates are related to the delay sensitivity of 
the data in the different queues which is a measure of priority) 

Claims 3, 9 are rejected because the bit rates of each queue is a 
fraction of the total link bandwidth, hence a percentage. 

Claims 4, 10 are rejected because the terms percentages weights etc 
produce the same result i.e. the assigned priorities reflect the delay 
sensitivity of the data being sent hence these values are weighted. . 

Claims 5, 1 1 are rejected for the same reasons as claims 3, 9\ 

Claims 6, 12 are rejected for the same reasons as claims 3, 9. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to Kenneth N Vanderpuye whose 
telephone number is 703-308-7828. The examiner can normally be 
reached on M-F(7:30-5:00) Second Friday Off. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this 
application or proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose 
telephone number is 703-305-3900. 




KENNETH VANDERPUYE 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 

KNV 
12/3/04 



